P.rofessor Beckett: First of all the point of nicotine 

and cotinine. 

I agree that the way it's being done, 
it's a reasonable measure of nicotine 
input, because they’ve done it over quite 
a time, a large number of days, and there¬ 
fore X will accept it’s a reasonable 
estimate, despite what I said about pH. 

So Gori and Darby and the Darby approach 
is very good indeed. Quite impressed. 

I’m quite happy with that. Now, obviously 
I can measure nicotine. I can get more 
precise results. But that in no way 
invalidates what they.’ve done, I will 
accept. 

Darby, I’m sure you noticed on page 8, 
it’s 12 subjects not 13. Right? And that 
threw me for some time. Then I couldn't 
find where the link was but I realized the 
typing mistake. Okay? 

But then when I looked at the average 
starting cigarettes per day, there does 
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seem to be discrepancy between what Darby 
has got per number — though he didn't 
give number per day at start — and what 
Gori has got as a starting number. Now 
that may just be that they're using less 
when on the trial than they were at the 
starting point. But someone may draw 
attention to that. 

Now, then I'll come to my key issues 
in a minute. Cotinine metabolism is not 
changing so much as nicotine metabolism, 
so again it's in support, and I'm happy 
about what they're doing. 

Darby has made a misstatement as far 
as I am concerned. He said that 70% of 
the absorbed nicotine eventually goes to 
cotinine. That is not necessarily true; 
it depends upon conditions. 

Now then, I then come to key issue. I 
agree with the final paragraph, if you've 
got it, page 9 of Darby. The final paragraph. 
That is the key issue. I accept that. Now.' 
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thus I accept that Barclay delivers 0.2 mg. 
of nicotine per cigarette, when Carlton and 
Cambridge 0.1 mg. of nicotine per cigarette 
when smoked by man. So all that is well 
absolutely perfectly right up to there. It 
is saying very clearly and I will support 
it: The intake of nicotine is reasonably 
well defined by the studies. 

But that does not indicate necessarily 
what is the tar input. This is where I 
think, both sides are probably right but 
they are not talking the same language. Now 
then, have you seen my argument? And there 
is so much written as though because they 
measured cotinine, it’s a measurement of 
tar. I do not follow logic and I see no 
evidence anywhere by anybody on this issue. 
Now I guess that's the first point. 

The second point is [Philip] Morris 
information correct? Obviously they are 
wrong about the input of nicotine and the 
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air dilution. Again it's not really rele¬ 
vant so linking it with tar, but then its 
mixed up with, nicotine, and we don't know 
where we are then. And then I ask a key 
question which should be asked by somebody. 
What is the relationship between tar and 
nicotine as the air dilution changes? Now 
why has someone not given a more simple, 
simple thing that’s needed I don't know. 

See what I'm saying — are you following 
my logic? 

What I'm saying is that the input very 
clearly by Darby and Gori is very, very 
clear. That's good enough that, saying the 
nicotine intake. But it doesn't mean that 
Morris isn't wrong either because it may be 
that the constrictions which have come 
alter tar input much more in a much more 
pronounced than the nicotine input and that's 
got to be checked. Now what Morris says is 
a lot of unsupported statements, quite 
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serious supported statements, rather bad ones. 
However, there’s a lot of good logic in the 
Morris thing, I'm trying to be objective. 

Now on page 5 because I disagree with 
some of their other argument. On page 5 of 
Morris, second thing, I read "While it is 
well known," now that to me is a key issue 
too. Namely, that when one is doing a test, 
one doesn't care a damn about changing of 
people's habits about smoking, etc. The 
function of a test is to show a comparison 
between different things. And it doesn't 
matter if people vary how they do a standard 
thing in actual practice, what really counts 
is, is there a test which shows up differently 
for different things. So I agree completely 
with them and disagree therefore which some 
of the logic on behalf of Brown & Williamson 
made later on. Am I clear? 

And I note that substantially the Morris 
argument is about tar. So I'm drawing a big 
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difference between tar and nicotine. Then 
I've got to go along with Morris again. In 
terms of logic of a test, it says Barclay is 
the only cigarette brand that has got a 
completely different dilution technique on 
it. Now then if I'm logical, if I change a 
system and I've got a standard test devised 
for another system, a change in system makes 
me look and evaluate my control method. So 
therefore Morris are absolutely right in 
their statement in terms of looking at it. 

It doesn't mean that they are right in where 
they go because they have not proved anything. 
But it does me right in raising legitimate 
questions. If you have a standard test 
ladiich is applied for a variety of things 
based upon a similar principle, change your 
principle, and you should evaluate your test. 

Now then on page 15 of theirs, I'm at a 
disadvantage, I haven’t got all the data, but 
there they talk about nicotine retention study 


$■ 


Source: https://www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/docs/rmdb0003 


2025045172 



7 


on the filter. Now if that evidence is good, 
I will be interested in seeing it. But of 
course where I read to the arguments against 
it, people say it's not much good, so X don't 
know, I can't comment on this issue,:'1 just 
don't know. 

So in summary therefore on Morris I 
think their argument also is correct and it 
for me if you have the channels outside and 
you put it in a mouth whether it be collapse 
of the channels or slight occlusion of the 
channels, it will make a difference. And 
therefore they're logical in all they say, 
but illogical in terms of not proving any 
point. Now I'll put my summary in the end 
of it. So there is a lot of logic which I 
would support behind their arguments too. 

Now then I come and how would I handle 
this because I’m involved in regulatory 
affairs as well. Federal Trade Commission 
"stuff after all that, because I'm supporting 
both arguments. 


Source: https://www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/docs/rmdb0003 


2025045173 



8 


Now the Federal Trade Commission, sub¬ 
mission on behalf first of all, this is by 
Paul, Weiss, etc. Now this does not impress 
me too much because although there's some 
good points there are some shockers in terms 
of bad arguments, and I mean if I were 
opposing this I'd rip them apart in places. 
There's some good points and many weak 
arguments. Now I have already said the 
function of a test, look at page 2 and page 3. 
They're going up the wrong avenue completely 
talking about individual variation and all 
that which is rubbish. That's not relevant. 
The function of a test is comparative. And 
if you 1 ve got an average smoker you do com¬ 
parison in your test irrespective of the 
deviation or variations of what the individual 
will do. That's the function of a control 
test. What they don't seem to understand 
there, what is the basis of a control test. 

So I would disagree flatly with them on how 
they handle that case. 
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Now on page 4, I agree that, in the 
middle, it says that neither Reynolds nor 
Philip Morris has provided direct physical 
evidence to support their claims of 
Barclay's higher tar delivery to smokers, 
although suggested. Right, X agree com¬ 
pletely with this. Reynolds and Philips 
have not provided any evidence, physical 
evidence to support their claim. It's not 
clear cut at all. So this then I go along 
with that argument. 

There is a lot of to me unfair argument 
in this text. I now go to page 6. They 
make quite a lot about the internal incon¬ 
sistencies in the Reynolds data and the other 
people's data. That’s absolute rubbish. 

It is not really inconsistent. The 
difference being collapse and occlusion is 
relatively small. What it means, it means 
restriction of an aperature. And to say 
it's contradictory is rubbish. Very weak, 
this. 
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Page 7. A lot of page 7 is not relevant 
to the argument, really. In fact I find 
that they've got a lot of good evidence and 
made an absolute mess of its presentation and 
gotten themselves I think into all sorts of 
problems unnecessarily. 

Now page 9. "Now Gori's cotinine work 
we felt provided the most evidence possible 
that Barclay smokers receive no more nicotine 
than current FTC figures predict." Absolutely 
correct. As I already pointed out, that-.is- 
not necessarily relevant. It may be, but it 
does not automatically follow. So again, it's 
all going on this one point and yet not getting 
at what is the heart of the matter. 

Page 12. (I'm just going through this 
quickly before I come to my. conclusion of 
what I would do.) Page 12. Again that 
first thing "even Reynolds which had initially 
provided a quite different theory supported 
by different data, different conclusions," 
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absolute rubbish. This is unfair and it's 
not worthy of a detailed argument at all. 
They're weakening the whole case by getting 
to such polemics. 

Now all the point of possible bias-.'irr 
Morris' experiments, I would accept it's a 
possibility and, therefore, it can be used 
to shoot them down. But to me it's not a 
key issue really. The issue could easily 
be tested. 

Jumping, page 18. I think in the middle 
that the destruction a little bit of Morris' 
dilution study there, that is a very rele¬ 
vant argument. This I accept as logical 
and fair. I've criticized some other argu¬ 
ments, but this one I accept completely. On 
that point I accept. 

Page 19, at the bottom. Well if that 
bottom, that footnote there. Brown & 
Williamson, if that is proved, I think that 
is an important argument because this is 
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dealing with, the point that I have been 
trying to grapple with. Is there occlusion? 

Is there a restriction of the outer aperatures? 
And if this is well done — in fact if this 
were really well done — and we have the 
nicotine/cotinine evidence, I would come 
very, very firmly on the support of Brown & 
Williamson. If this were really firm. I 
don't know what side you were supposed to 
be on. 

Now, on page 20, I accept that if 
there is occlusion, Barclay would give a 
higher tar delivery. But, they certainly 
have not got a higher,nicotine delivery 
than you would expect. So now the whole 
issue is tar and nicotine, separated or 
not. When I keep coming back, obviously 
everything revolves around that for me. 

Then I jump to 38, I think it is, a key 
point underlined in the middle of page, that 
is Barclay delivers twice the nominal nicotine 
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with, the same amount of tar as the other 
three brands tested. Now wait a minute, let's 
hold this one. That is, Barclay delivers 
twice the number of nicotine. That I under¬ 
stand, that's clear cut. That's evidence. 

But where is the next statement coming from? 
That the same amount of tar as in the three 
brands tested. Where is that from? I see 
no evidence for that. And therefore "Gori's 

previous findings confirm the results" - 

that's rubbish. They don't. They only 
confirm that about the nicotine. And to go 
beyond that is crazy. We get the whole thing 
again. 

39 again, yes, same argument, problem of 
proof... Now then.le.t me .get to .the cbn-j... 
elusion on 39. The arguments again are really 
weak. Second sentence, "the testing program has 
worked successfully for the last 14 years." 

But the key issue is of course it's been all 
done in which you've not made a deviation from 
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your type of air,' movement of air. So it may 
have worked successfully, but that's not 
relevant to a new type of air flow. Now of 
course I'm not even sure it's worked success¬ 
fully, it's been done but no one has proved 
anything. And then I go on over on the page 40 
where it says, that it is'"meaningful both to 
manufacturers and to consumers." Where is 
the proof? No one has even checked this 
properly. It is a standard test but the 
thing In terms of proof of being protective 
is not fully demonstrated. And even if it 
were, it does not mean it automatically 
applies to a different system. 

Now, page 41. Now then here we're then 
going to a circular argument. Halfway through 
It says, "occlusion if it occurs at all, is 
only one maneuver that the smokers may perform 
to obtain higher delivery than intended." Now 
that's really beginning to weaken the case that's 
being outlined here, because Its admitting that 
occlusion can occur. And therefore if it can 
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occur, how much, does it occur? If it does occur 
than there is a problem. So this weakens the 
case of the argument being put forward in this 
piece of paper. 

Now I come then with this. Now I hope 
I have given you. Oh yes, wait a minute. 

Page 44. Now there is some really illogicalities 
right here. End of page 44. I have never heard 
such a crazy statement in all my life. "We 
urge that the marketplace is where the issue 
should be decided." This is not talking about 
sales, it's talking about protection, and the 
marketplace doesn't understand protection. 

That's what the original function of the test 
was for. This I think is a crazy statement. 

You follow my logic? Absolutely illogical. 

It's of no relevance to the case. Not the 
marketplace, it's the test. 

Now as you see in trying to summarize 
this situation, there is a very strong right 
on both sides. One.side has proved that even 
if there is any constriction, it is not 
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altering nicotine input. Clear cut. The other 
side, Morris, have said there is constriction 
and therefore the difference in air thing, and 
this may have an effect, but they've said effect 
on tar and nicotine. On nicotine they're 
wrong, because we've shown not to have an effect. 
That doesn't mean there's not an effect on 
tar. 

And this I come then to the final Federal 
thing. In the situation like this, I would 
take the line that since there is not any 
evidence and that the allegations of Morris have 
not been supported by scientific data, then in 
the absence of evidence of a problem, there 
Should not be a change made in the system. 

But what should be done quickly is some decent 
experiments to deal with the total problem. 
Therefore, always, I maintain, the status quo 
should exist unless someone gives demonstrable 
proof that it should not exist. And when I 
come to Attachment II, all the questions that's 
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being asked by the,' they're all reasonable but 
they're all to me pretty irrelevant. They're 
just aksing for information, they're fiddling 
around as though they're great things, but 
it's not doing anything. They're not asking 
the key question. And I think I've posed 
the key question. 

Mr. Katz: Professor Beckett, if it were your job to 

investigate this phenomenon, do you have any 
thoughts about what kinds of experiments you 
would do? 

. Professor Beckett: Oh yes, very quickly. First of all I'd 

measure nicotine. I can be much more specific. 

I can tell you what comes in from one cigarette. 

I can get very, very high reproducibility much 
better than the cotinine because I control 
my output. I control my pH in my urine such 
that there's no tubulary reabsorption. This 
means that I get recovery of 50%, 60% of nicotine 
in the urine, which is really clear cut. Now 
with that I can really pinpoint the effect of 
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Mr. Katz: 
Professor 


obher things upon it. For instance, I can 
tell you the difference between smokers and 
nonsmokers. They metabolize nicotine 
differently. And I can pinpoint these 
things. So I would say very simply, even 
if a person has been smoking also cigarettes 
and I give him a different one, and let him 
smoke, I can measure the input of that nicotine 
by measuring the output. 

Now that’s the first experiment. The 
other experiment that I would do, and this 
goes back into Morris' hand, the people 
doing that work should check whether the air 
dilution affects tar and nicotine. Now if they 
prove that the two keep together then they 
have no case at all. And that is what X 
would set out to do. 

How would one go about doing that? 

Beckett: Well you know that air dilution thing 

which measured — on that, well there are 
different ways. You could — The actual 
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Mr. Katz: 

Professor 
Mr. Katz: 


Professor 
Mr. Katz: 


testing machine there, when we diluted the 
air, and then said what the effect was on tar. 
They could do it on nicotine as well. 

Now that has been done, sir, and the 
implication is that nicotine behaves 
approximately the same as tar. 

Beckett: If that is so, the case is finished. 

Let me tell you this though. There is 
one factual misstatement in some of the Brown & 
Williamson materials. And that is the represen- 
tation that Barclay cigarettes deliver twice 
as much nicotine as the other 1 mg. cigarettes 
under standard smoking machine conditions. 

That is simply a misstatement of fact. 

Beckett: Well that I didn't know. 

There is no reason why one should know 
that, but in fact they deliver approximately 
the same nicotine under similar machine con¬ 
ditions, and yet Barclay seems to produce two 
or three times the serum cotinine level as the 
other cigarettes. 
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Professor 


Mr. Katz: 


Professor 


Beckett: Well that completely supports Morris' 

argument. 

Let me ask you this though. One thing 
that we've heard from some people is that if 
one cigarette gives you twice the cotinine, 
or twice the nicotine level, to a real person 
as another cigarette, it is probably pro¬ 
ducing more than twice the amount of smoke 
because smokers won't take all the nicotine 
there is, they will adjust their smoking 
Behavior. Is that likely to be an effect? 

Beckett: I don't think it necessarily follows, 

because we can get a different result if you 
smoke low down on the butt, it depends on 
the heat at the end. When you smoke your 
nicotine concentrates in your butt or your 
filter. If you smoke right down to the end, 
then even though your tar is holding — 

Tar and nicotine go together, but as your 
heat develops, then your nicotine you 
volatilize away a little bit from your tar 
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Mr. Katz: 


Professor Beckett: 
Mr. Katz: 

Professor Beckett: 


Mr. Katz: 

Professor Beckett: 


so you get more nicotine. Now If what you've 
just told me. Now I find the reverse way 
around. If from a particular cigarette which 
in my smoking machine has given me a low tar, 
now I go into man and get a higher nicotine 
than I expect, then I expect also a high 
tar in man. So that’s arguing for Morris, 
that information. 

_ I’m just wondering if you can infer some 

kind of linear relationship, that twice the 
nicotine delivery in man would suggest twice 
the tar under machine conditions. 

No, you cannot. You cannot. 

So all we can really tell is which is 
higher. 

But now what you have said, if that is 
a mis,statement because it was a very key part 
of Gori’s argument, 

_ It certainly is. 

And now if that is not right, then the tar 
Is not right, and that means that Morris is 
right. No doubt about it. 
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Mr. Katz: 

Professor 
Mr. Katz: 

Professor 


That's what we think and I guess that 
tells you which side I’m on. 

Beckett: Yes. No doubt about it. 

The only question in our mind has been 
whether the relationship is necessarily the 
same between nicotine deliveries in man. 

Beckett: It does not directly correlate but if one 

goes up dramatically, which is double, then 
obviously I'm saying the tar would be going 
Up. 
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